total of 3663 members from the United States and abroad who exchanged 2561 "memos"-more than half of them papers not yet peer reviewed by a journal. The papers were considered confidential, but could be referred to outside the group if the author gave permission.
In 1966, however, the American Association of Immunologists called the IEGs "a real danger" to immunology journals that could "ultimately supersede them." In an editorial, Nature decried preprints' "inaccessibility, impermanence, illiteracy, uneven equality, and lack of considered judgment." It bemoaned the money spent on "Allbritton's print shop." Science was also opposed: Then-Editor Philip Abelson called the IEG memos "governmentsubsidized shoddy merchandise."
The final blow came in late 1966. After 13 biochemistry journals barred submissions of papers that had been shared as IEG memos, NIH announced it would soon close the IEGs. Biochemist David Green of the University of Wisconsin in Madison, who chaired the first IEG, later lamented the "strangulation" of "one of the most revolutionary innovations in the history of science communication," Cobb's article recounts. Many years later, in 1999, cancer biologist Harold Varmus, then NIH's director, proposed an NIH-sponsored preprint server called E-biomed; again, publishers shot down the idea.
But the industry's views have seemingly changed. PeerJ Preprints and the CSHL-sponsored preprint server bioRxiv both arose in 2013 and have not faced "the kind of hostility that appeared in the 1960s and 1990s," Cobb writes. Preprints are simply part of the broader push to make data and ideas freely available through venues such as open-access journals, he says. Besides, "Opposing preprints just looks churlish in the age of the internet. 
